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ABSTRACT

The attributions and achievement-relevant cognitions of
Type A 2nd Type B undergraduates, in response to success and
failure, were assessed uaing a method for studying Artionlated
Thoughts in Simulated situations. VWhile expected A-B difterences
in self talk were not revealed, a pattom of relationships eme:ged,
for Type A’s between ‘causal attributions for success and failm:e
and positive success expectancies. %ignificant positive corre'iations
were observed, for Type A's. between the f:equencies of effort

' attributions for failure end positive success expectancies. At-

tributipns to task difficulty and chance factors were negatively -
correlated with: frequency of emission of positive success ex-
pecrancies in rYespunse to failure. With regard to the success.
situation, frequencies of ability attributions and positive - )
success expectancies were highly correlated. Analyses -of the .
self talk of Type B's showed no relationships between these
ccgnitions, suggesting that the mediating role of causal at-
tributions may be of greater significance for Type.A's than for

Type B's.




The Type A personality has been characterized as a particular

style of response to situations perceivad as challenging cc threaten-

ing to one's sense of control (Glass, 1977). The core- -elements of this

behavior pattern are struggle for achievement, chron:lc time-urgency, and

hostile aggression (Rosenman & Chesney, 1980). The Type B pattern, on

the other hand, is defined as the relative absence of such characteristics
(Friedman & Rosenman, 1974). Substantial evidenoe i.nplicates"l‘ypo A be-

havior in the prevalence, recurrance, and future incidence of ooronary -

heart disease (Caffrey 1969; Rosenman, Brand,'Jenkins, rriedman, Straus, .

& Wurm, 1975). . :

_ A recent tzend in’ 'rype A research. has been to focus on the under=-
lying psychological foundations of-this behaviot pattern (Hatthews, 1282). -

" of particular interest, is the cognition of” Type A persons in ‘response to -
failure and threats to contxol (Glass. 1977; Brunson ¢ Matthews, 1981).
Ample evidence suggests that the naladaptive coping attempts® of Type A
zersons reflect a belief that they are responsible or 'cansnl' for life

_ circumstances (Rhodewalt & Davison, 1983). Research by Brunson and Matthews
(1981) supports this assertion. In their study, Type-A'S; and Typé B's were
askea to "think aloud" while performing unsoluable discrimination 9rdb1ems.
Content analyses of verbalizations revealed that Type A's tended to at-

- tribute their poor performance to a lack of ability, verbnlized more nega-
tive affective statements, and used less effective problem solving strategies.
Type B's commented instead on task. difziculty and bad luck. This "at- - -
tributional style in Type B's did not affect their problem solving per-
'formance. ;

In the present stud;e a recently developed experimental paradigm for
studying cognition, Articulated Thoughts in Simulaved Situations (ATSS)
(Davison, Robins, & Johnson, 1983), was used to explore the attributions
and achievement-relevant cognitions of Type 2 and Type B undergraduates.
Subjects listened to audiotaped recordings of simulated academic success
and failure situations and were asked to pretend that the persons on the
tape (professor and teaching assistant) were talking about them. Segments
of audiorecordings were followed by a thirty-second silence during which

subjects verbalized their thoughts. Research by Davison, Feldman, & Osborne
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(1984) indicates that ATSS is succusful in olicitinq roports from
persons regarding their thoughts in reaction to various complex simu-
lated events. Further, this approach psrmits open-ended responding
without interference from compoth; tasks.

Categorias for contsnt analyses of verbalized cognition were
adapt'ed from the studies of Diener & Dweck (1978) and Brunson & Matthews
(1981Y, since their cafoqotintion scheme provided a reliable a.nd '
meani.ngful analysis of attributions and other cognitive events. Categories
used in the present study include caugal attributions (to ability, effort,
task difficulty, and/or chance factors) , statements of affact (positive
and/or negative), and positive success cxpectancies. It was expecied

_ that, relative to Type B's, Type A's would focus more on the causal roie

of ability and effort in success and failure, theteby 1ncreasinq their

.perceived conttol over future perfomanoe.

'rhi.s study songht also to det.ermiue the associati.ons between -

' attributi.ms and achievement expectancies of Type A's.and Type B's. It

seemeqd teasonable to expect, in general, that subjects who focussed ocn
insuffici.ent effort as tesponsible for failure would be more hopeful

" about future performance (i.e. report more positive success expectancies) -
“than subjects who did not consider the causal influence. of this factor.

In contrast, subjects whose thoughts centeted on the causal role of ability
deficits in failure were expected to be less optimisti.c and verbalize
fewer positivé success expectancies, Similarly, 1t was predicted that
internal attributions for.success would be positively associated with

" future success expectancies. Evidence that attributions influence task
"performance in Type. A's but not Type B's (Brunson & Matthews, 1981), led

us’ to expect that the relationships between attributions and achievement
expectancies might be significantly more pronounced for Type A's than for
Type B's. )

METHOD

Subjects

The subjects were 50 male undergraduates enrolled in an intro-
ductory psychology course at the University of Southern California.
They received extra credit for their participation in this study.
Materials

Two audiotapes were constructed, each consisting of 7 segments
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of fifteen to twenty seconds duration. PEach segment of audiorecording
was followed by a thirty - second pause during which subjects vernvalized
their thoughts. '

Academic Failure Tape: subjects were asked to imagine that they
had made an appoinmnt with their teaching assistant to diacuss their ‘
class performance, and that while waiting in the outside office, they were
overhearing their teaching assistant and their professor talking about them.
The segments of this tape involved critical evalvations of the subject's
academic performance such as "I took another lock at his pape:. . .He dealt
with most of the issues in a pretty slipshod way" and "I'm. reany dis-
appointed with his perfc.mance. «o I had hoped that he would be doing better
in this class”.

cademic Success TaEg The :lhtroduc tory audictapea context to
this-tape is identical to that of "the failure tape described above. The

segments of this- tape consisted of vezy positive evaluations of the subject's-

performance ‘such as "Have you taken "a look at his latest assignment? His
paper is really well wri‘ten" and "It's EY real pleasure as an instructor to
have students like him in class".

Jenkins Activity Surve)p The'student \"rersion of the Jenki;'xs

Activity Survey (JAS) . (Glass, 1977) was used to classify subjects as ‘l‘ype A
or Type B. Group membership was determined by a median-split computatiom
sibjects rect. iving a score of 9 or below were classified as Type B and sub-
jects with a score of ;O or above were classified as Type A. Analyses were
also performed using only those subjects who scored i the top third and

" pottom third of the distribution of JAS scores. Med:.an-split and top-

bottom c1assifications yielded identical results. Results reported
below were obtained using Glass's (1977) median-split classification
method. ' ;
Procedure

Undergraduates were recruited for an experivent on "Things
People Think."” They were told that the investigator was interested in
the kinds of thoughts and feelings that people have in certain situations.
A male experimenter escorted each subject individually int;o the experi-
mental room and asked him to sit down. About five feet from the subject's
chair were two large stereo speakers, Two microphones were placed
directly in front of the subject.

Subjects were asked to listen to an audiotaped simulated situa-
tion, and to imagine that the perscns on the tape were talking about them.

6
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‘may vere o instructed €5 attend to the: thoughts:
situations unfold and to say these thoughts aloud at the end of each
segment. (There was a short tone at the beginning and the end of each
segment) . Subjects were informed_that the experimenter was in the con-
trol room (out of sight of the subject), and that they could stop to ask
questions whenever necessary.

All subjects heard both the academic failnro and academic success
tapes. The order of presentation was varied tandomly. Following the tapes,
all subjects completed the student version of the JAS.

Results
Scoring ‘
‘ ‘The 'dependent variable of interest was the content of subjects'
articulated thoughts. These verbalizations were coded by two independent
'taters, on a segment by segment basis, for the presence or absence of
thoughts in each of the following categories of articulated thoughts.

Ability Atttibutions. Statements indicating a causal attribution
to one's ability.

Effort Attributions: Statements indicating an attribution

of outcome to the degree of effort expended.
Task-related Attributions: Statements indicating an attribution

to-external aspects of the task situation.such as the coursework, the
instructor, or the testing situation.
Chance Attribution: Statements attributing the outcome to.

luck or chance factors
Statements'of_Positive Affect: Statements indicating that the

situation is enjoyable or that the subject is feeling.bleased or happy.
Statements of Negative Affect: Statements indicating that the

subject is unhappy, uncomfortable or anxious in the situation.
Positive Success Expectancies: Statements indicating that the

subject expects positive performance outcomes in the future.
Raters and Reliability of Content Analysis

All segments were independently coded by the investigator and
an undergraduate research assistant who was unaware of the nature of
the study. Raters were trained in the use of the categories using pilot
subjects' tapes and were blind to subjects' scores on the JAS. Each
rater coded the tape: on a segment basis; each of the seven categories
received a dichotomous rating of O (statement absent) or 1 (statement

present) for each 30-second segment of subjects' verballzations.

7
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For each subject, a sum score \ns co-puted t'ar nch of tho eauqoriu
of articulated thoughts for each stimulus taps, by adding together the
ratings for each of the seven segments. It should be noted that these

categories are not autually exclusive; any given 30 seconds of verbali-
zations could receive a rating in any or all of these categories. Inter-
rater reliabilities were computed separately for each category using the
Pearson Product-Homent cocrelation coefficient. The mean tcliabilit:f co-
efficient for all categories is r = .23, with a range ofr= .82 tor = .95,
Scores for. each of the categories were summed across raters and divided by
two to yield a mean score for each subject on each stimulus taps. These
averaged scores constitute the data used in the final analysis.

Analysis- of Articulated Thoughts - ' -
Order of Presentation: Recall that the order of presentation of

. the stimulus tapes (success vergus failure) was randcmly Varied to control

for order of presentation effects. ‘As a check of this unipnlation, seveh

2x2 analyses of variance were perfom\ed--one for each of -the seven categories

" of articulated thoughts. Results "indicated a lack of significant effect for

order of presentation of stimulus tapes. "ubjects who heard the success

tape before the failm’e tape did not differ 1n their articnlated thoughts

from subjects who heam the failure tape £2 rst. Thus, for the following "
analyses, subjects' scores were combined across this _counterbalancing -
dimension. '

Total Rumber of. Attributions: It is poséible that any differences
observed' between Type A's and Type B's in attributions as reflected in ar-
ticulated thoughts could be due to.2a be .ween-group difference in the overall
nurber of attributions grticulated. Therefore a 2 x 2 analysis of variance
with a within-subjects factor of tape conditic;n and a between-group factor of
Type (A versus B) was -conducted. Type A°s and B's did not differ significantly

_in the total number of attributions given in response to the success or failure

tapes. Mean frequencies of attributions for the success and failure tapes are
shown in Table 1. ‘ -

Attributions, Affect and Positive Success Expectancies: The number of
verbalizations coded into each category of articulated thoughts were analy_zed
by a series of 2 X 2 (Group Membership x Tape Condition) repeated measures
analyses of variance. The results revealed no significant effects for the group
membership variable for any of the seven categories of articulated thoughts.
Type A ard Type B subjects verbalized an equal number of attributions to

8
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negative affective statements and positive success expectancies, in
response to the success tape and to the failure tape. Additionally,
no significant interactions between Group Membership and Tape Condi-

ability, effort, tuk, and chaneo !lcton. as vcn &s pocitive and
There were, however, significant effects for the
These results are shown

tion were obssrved.
Tape Condition variable, recardless of group.

in Table 1.
As expected, tha types of attributions repotted by subjects
differed according to the valience of the cvexheud acadenmic feedback.

Subjectc, vhethez‘ classified as Type A or Type B, reported a si.qnif:l.-
cantly greater nunber. of attributions to ability in response to the
The academic failure tape,

_ success -tape (P(1,48) = 10. 31, p <.003).
on the other hand, elicited a signiﬁcantly greater number of at-
14.7, p <.001) ‘and to ‘sit-
- .001) . _

tributions to chance factors (F(1,48) =
"uyational factoxs such as course difficulty (F(1,48) = 25.3,°p"

Attributions to the degree of effort expended, however, occurred with

equal frequency in response to the two tape conditions.
Subjects’ self-reported affective wtatements ané positive

success expectancies differed also in response to th. success versus the
failure tape. Not surprisingly, subjects articuiated a significantly
greater number of statements of. positive affect to the success ‘tape
tha.n to the failure tape (F(l 48) = 173.2, p<.001) The converse
was also true; the academic failmce tape elicited rore self-statements
of negative affect from subjects than the academic success tape (FQ1, 48) =
28.9, p ¢ :U01% Furthermore, academic failure, relative to succegs, ‘led
to a significantly greater, n@er of positive success expectancies, in-
dicating that subjects were more likely to think about gucceeding in
the future, following failure than after a successfpl per formance
These results are presented in Table 1.

As described above, the total number -of attributions reported

(7(1,48) = 17.3, p<.001).
by subjects in response to the tape conditions was also determined.
Results of this analysis indicated that subjects, whether classified as

Type A or Type B, reported a significantly greater nunber of attributions
] .

in response to the failure tape than to the success to~a (F(1,48) = 10.1,
p ¢.003). This finding is consistent with past research indicating that

subjects spend more time thinking about the causes of their failure

than about the reasons for their successes (Weiner, 1974).




‘Thege results are presented in '.l‘able 2.
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%o assess the possibility that cbserved differencés ‘in the
frequency of attributions to ability, task difficulty, ané chance
factors were due to differences in the total number of attributions
given to each situation, the data.were reanalyzed using percentages
of attributions godod into each of the four attributional categories.

A series of t-tests on dependent paired cbsexvations (i;o.. success and
failure) revealed results that vet_e.conlistont with results from the
analyses described sbove. Specifically, (a) the percent of attributions
to ability reported by subjects was significantly greatsr in response
to academic.success than to failure (t = 7.11, p .001), (b) the percent -
of atttihutions made to effort did not differ accoxding to the tape
situations, .(¢c) subjects gave a aignificantly larger percenuge of
attributions to.task ‘difficulty in response to Eailux@ (t = 4.5, p(
.001), and (d) the petcent of chance attributions teported wvas greatet
for the failure tape than for the success tape (t =1, 7. p(.OS). .

Relationships Between Attribntions and Positive Success Exgectancies

Correlations were cauputed. for the success tape and failure tape,
between the total number of attributions coded int:o each of the four

attribution categories and the total number of posi!:ive success expectancies.
These resuvlts are shown in Table 3.

Failure situation:. Analyses ‘of self talk showed, for Type.'h's‘,

a significant positive ccrrelation between the frequencies of effort
attributions and positive success expectancies (r = .37, P< 03). 'rask
attributions were negatively correlated with'i)ositive success expectancies
(r ¢ .32, p< -05), as were chance attributions (r = .27, p¢ .09). The
self talk of Type B' 5 showed no significant correlations between the fre-
quencies of thoughts coded into these categories.

Success situation: Analyses of self talk showed a significant
positive correlation between ability attributions for success and the
positive success expectan'cies of Type A's (r = .55, p .002). Analyses
showa@no significant correlations for Type B's.

DISCUSSION

The results of this study are consistent with Brunson and Matthews
(1981), suggesting that the mediating effect of causal attributions on
expectancies and performance may be of greater significance for 'rype A's
than for Type B's. While the self talk of Type B's revealed no associa-

tions between attributions and achievement expectancies, verbalizations

10
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of ‘rype A's showed a pattern of telaticnahips that'is’ consistent

vith Weiner's (1974) model of achievement motivation. Significant positive
corzelations were obser wd, for Type A's batween effort attributions

and positive success expectancies.. Aithough the direction of causalty

cannot be determined from this analysis, one might expect that at-

tributing failure to a lack of effort (an internal unstable factor) may
lead to.enhanced achievement expectancies in Type A's, and comequently
to sustained etriving in the face of failure. Attributions to task
difficulty or chance (uncontrolluble factors), on the other hand, may be
associated with diminished success expectancies in Type A's and “giving .
wp” when confronted with failure. ¥With regard to success situations, .
focusing on the causal role of natural talents (i.e. ability), rather

" than hard work, may make a Type A person feel less deserving of the attainment.
‘Consequently, he continues to think aloct about future achievement (i.e.

have positive success expectann..ies) and may continue etriving to prove
his self-wortb. ' o : . -

' Consistent with previous investigations utilizing the ATSS
paradigm (Davison, Robins & Johnson, 19833 Davison, reldman, & Oeborne.
1984) , the self—reported cognition of subjects differed according to the
situations that" were presented. Subjects reported a much greater nu:ber

. of attributions to ability and positive affective -statements in response

to success than ia response to academic failure. ) The failure situation.

‘elicited relatively more attributions to task-related factors and to chanoe.

Additionally, subjects verbalized more negative affective gtatements and
positive success expectancies in response to this failure. indicating that
they wvere uncomfortable or anxious in this situation and that - they were
thinking about improving their performance in the future. Attributions
to effort were emitted with an equal frequency across situations.

The results of this study provide evidence that people think more
about the causes of bad events than they do about explanations for positive
outcomes. Subjects, whether classified as Type A or Type B, articulated a
greater' number: of attributions, overall, in response to the academic
failure tape than to the academic success tape. ronetheless, these
findings indicate that questions regarding causality for success, as
well as failure, are entertained by people and, furthermore, that these
attributions will be reported spontaneously by subjects, even if not cued

by experimenter-devised scales.




" Analysas did not Taveal differences:in.tha articula
of Type A's and Type B's in response to academic success or to

acadomic failvre. Type A and Type B subjects reported an equal number
of attributions to ability, effort, task-related, and chance factors.

‘Likewise, no siqniticant differences wera found in the frequency of

positive affective statements, negative aZfective statements, or positive
success expectancies for either tape. S

One interpretation of thin‘ lack of A-B diffarences concerns the
salience or impact of tiie experimental situation. Recent research
suggests that the grestast differences between Type A's and Type B's
are cbserved when threats to control and failure are ambiguous or .
implicit, This view has received support in a'study by Carver (1980),
demonstrating that A-B- differences in the psrception of coercive in-
tent in a persuasive ccmnunication were gteatest in conditiom of
relatively low coercion; 'rype B's tended to catch-up" te 303 when

‘the perssuasive aspects of- the comunication were mde nore salient.

‘This line of thought suggests that an explicitly salient ex-
perimental situation may preclude the “obsérvation of subtle A-B
differences in attribution and cognition. As the audio-tapes used in
the present study involved explicit, unambiguous evaluations of academic
perfonnance, Type A'S and Type. B's may have been cued to interpret -these
situatioms in a similar manner (i.e., to rely 1ess on their personal

beliefs about causalty than on situational information) . While

.Type A-B differences in self talk may indeed eiist, a more 1mplicit

stimulus may be necessary for these effects to be revealed.
L ' CONCLUSIONS .

The articulated thouéﬁts of Type A individuals showed an interest-
ing pattern of relationships between attributions- for success and
failure and future achievement expectancies.. While the expected
differences between Type A's and Type B's in attributions and achieve-
meat related cognition were not revealed, the results of the present
study do provide preliminary evidence for the role of attributions in
mediating the effect of environmental events on Type A cognition and
behavior. More conclusive support for this view may be provided by
extending this line of research to include measures of overt behavior
and task performance. Furthermcre, questions regarding the cause-¢ “fect
relationship between these variables may be addressed by experimental
manipulations of attributions and various features of the experimental

situation.
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these psychological machaniisms using a high risk clinical
population, rather than analogue subjects, with the ultimate
goal of developing more comprehensive assessments and treatment
intarventions sensitive to intra- and inter-individual variation

on the=e important psychological dipenuom.
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TABLE )

‘MEAM NUMBER OF THOUGHTS IN EACH VERBALIZATION CATEGORY - -

____——_——-—_———_—__'——_—

TYPE B

TYPE A -
CONDITION . i CONDITION
gc;gotics Success Pailure - Success Failure Effect F _ratio
Ability Attribution .68 2¢ s .80 .22 Condition  10.31%
- ffert Attribution 1.20 1.30 . " .94 1.24
" gask Attribution . .41 1.46 - LA 1.61 Condition  25.3**
’ Chance Attribution 17 .43 L .04 .44 ‘ Condition 14.7**
Total Number of ‘ ' - _
Attributions 2.38 3.09 2.06 3.50 Condition 10.1*
pPositive Success
' 52 Condition 17.3%*
Expectancies .69 '1,32 .74 ae (&) .
‘Positive Affect 2.96 .46 2,38 .44 Condition  173.2%*
) "k
Negative Affect .56 1.5.4 T34 1.63 Condition 28.9
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MEAN PERCENT OF ATTRIBUTIONS FOR SUCCESS VS. FAILURE

. . Pactor

Tape Condition Abjilityes Effort - . Task** Chance*

Success .27 40 A7 .07

Failure .07 .35 39 .4
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TABLE 3

CORRELATION OF ATTRIBUTIONS WITH POSITIVE SUCCESS EXPECTANCIES

POSITIVE SUCCESS EXPECTANCIES

Condition Condition:

ATTRIBUTIONS Success _ Failure Success Failure

ability ' .548¢% | -.214 . :=,050  ..040

Effort™ S.,017 - . .366% .- =262 - -.051

vask - . 016 .. . =.319% " .37 -.065
Chance : .010 " -,265 ' -111 046
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